
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S 1649March 7, 1996
EC–1936. A communication from the Chair-

man of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report on
abnormal occurrences for the period July 1
through September 30, 1995; to the Commit-
tee on Environment and Public Works.

EC–1937. A communication from the Chair-
man of the Advisory Committee on Reactor
Safeguards, Nuclear Regulatory Commis-
sion, transmitting, pursuant to law, the re-
port on the Safety Research Program; to the
Committee on Environment and Public
Works.

EC–1938. A communication from the Sec-
retary of Transportation, transmitting, pur-
suant to law, a report on a demonstration
project; to the Committee on Environment
and Public Works.

EC–1939. A communication from the Chair-
man of the Migratory Bird Conservation
Commission, transmitting, pursuant to law,
the annual report for fiscal year 1995; to the
Committee on Environment and Public
Works.

EC–1940. A communication from the Sec-
retary of Transportation, transmitting, pur-
suant to law, the report of the 20-year Tank-
er Size/Capacity Trend Analysis study; to
the Committee on Environment and Public
Works.

EC–1941. A communication from the Sec-
retary of Health and Human Services, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the final report on
the Information, Counseling and Assistance
[ICA] Grants Program; to the Committee on
Finance.

EC–1942. A communication from the Sec-
retary of Health and Human Services, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report on the
Drug Utilization Review [DUR] Demonstra-
tion projects for 1995; to the Committee on
Finance.

EC–1943. A communication from the Fiscal
Assistant Secretary of the Treasury, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of the
December 1995 issue of the Treasury Bul-
letin; to the Committee on Finance.

EC–1944. A communication from the Direc-
tor of the Trade and Development Agency,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the 1995 an-
nual report; to the Committee on Finance.

EC–1945. A communication from the Chair-
man of the Prospective Payment Assessment
Commission, transmitting, pursuant to law,
a report on health care spending; to the
Committee on Finance.

EC–1946. A communication from the Chair-
man of the International Trade Commission,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report on
trade between the United States and China
for the period July 1 through September 30,
1995; to the Committee on Finance.

EC–1947. A communication from the Ad-
ministrator of the U.S. Agency For Inter-
national Development, transmitting, pursu-
ant to law, the report under the Federal
Managers’ Financial Integrity Act for fiscal
year 1995; to the Committee on Foreign Rela-
tions.

EC–1948. A communication from the Assist-
ant Secretary of State (Legislative Affairs),
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of
a Presidential Determination relative to
Serbia and Montenegro; to the Committee on
Foreign Relations.

EC–1949. A communication from the Presi-
dent and Chief Executive Officer of the Over-
seas Private Investment Corporation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the annual report
for calendar year 1995; to the Committee on
Foreign Relations.

EC–1950. A communication from the Assist-
ant Legal Adviser for Treaty Affairs, Depart-
ment of State, the report of the texts of
international agreements, other than trea-
ties, and background statements; to the
Committee on Foreign Relations.

EC–1951. A communication from the Assist-
ant Legal Adviser for Treaty Affairs, Depart-

ment of State, the report of the texts of
international agreements, other than trea-
ties, and background statements; to the
Committee on Foreign Relations.

f

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND
JOINT RESOLUTIONS

The following bills and joint resolu-
tions were introduced, read the first
and second time by unanimous con-
sent, and referred as indicated:

By Mr. MURKOWSKI (for himself and
Mr. JOHNSTON): S. 1596. A bill to di-
rect a property conveyance in the
State of California; to the Committee
on Energy and Natural Resources.

By Mr. DORGAN:
S. 1597. A bill to amend the Internal Reve-

nue Code of 1986 to discourage American
businesses from moving jobs overseas and to
encourage the creation of new jobs in the
United States, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Finance.

By Mr. GLENN:
S. 1598. A bill to provide that professional

sports teams relocating to different commu-
nities shall lose trademark protection with
respect to team names, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. BREAUX:
S. 1599. A bill for the relief of Tarek

Elagamy; to the Committee on the Judici-
ary.

By Mrs. FEINSTEIN (for herself and
Mr. MACK):

S. 1600. A bill to establish limitations on
health plans with respect to genetic informa-
tion, and for other purposes; to the Commit-
tee on Labor and Human Resources.

By Mr. LEVIN (for himself, Mr. GLENN,
Mr. DEWINE, and Mr. KOHL):

S. 1601. A bill to amend the Federal Water
Pollution Control Act to extend the deadline
for and clarify the contents of the Great
Lakes health research report, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Environment
and Public Works.

f

STATEMENT ON INTRODUCED
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS

By Mr. MURKOWSKI (for himself
and Mr. JOHNSTON):

S. 1596, A bill to direct a property
conveyance in the State of California;
to the Committee on Energy and Natu-
ral Resources.

THE WARD VALLEY LAND TRANSFER ACT

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President,
today I am introducing legislation with
my colleague, Senator JOHNSTON, di-
recting a land conveyance for the pur-
pose of siting a low level radioactive
waste facility at Ward Valley, CA. This
measure is virtually identical to lan-
guage the Senate previously agreed to
in the reconciliation bill conference re-
port, with the exception that we have
added an additional condition that
California must provide its written
commitment to carry out environ-
mental monitoring and protection
measures based on recommendations of
the National Academy of Sciences, sub-
ject to Federal oversight by the Nu-
clear Regulatory Commission.

Mr. President, the Congress—in 1980
and again in 1985—gave States the re-
sponsibility for low level radioactive
waste disposal. After an 8 year licens-
ing process costing more than $45 mil-

lion, the State of California awarded a
license for a waste disposal site at
Ward Valley, in the Mojave Desert.
California is the host State for the
Southwestern low level radioactive
waste compact which includes the
States of Arizona, North Dakota,
South Dakota, and California.

The Ward Valley site has withstood
the scrutiny of two environmental im-
pact statements, two biological opin-
ions under the Endangered Species Act,
and a variety of court challenges. Ward
Valley was given a clean bill of health
by the National Academy of Sciences
in a special report issued in May 1995.
No low level radioactive site has re-
ceived greater scrutiny than this one.
It’s a safe site, and anyone who reviews
the facts with the tools of science rath-
er than the rhetoric of emotion comes
to that conclusion.

With the license issued, the court
challenges exhausted, and the science
settled, all that remains is a simple,
administrative land sale from the Bu-
reau of Land Management to the State
of California. This is the kind of rou-
tine conveyance that would normally
be handled at a BLM field office. But
the Secretary of the Interior has inter-
vened, and effectively kept the land
sale from proceeding for more than 2
years by ordering a supplemental EIS,
and later, a review by the National
Academy of Sciences. Both the supple-
mental EIS and the Academy review
turned out to be highly favorable to
the Ward Valley site, and at the con-
clusion of each we have hoped that any
remaining excuse for further delay
would evaporate. Unfortunately, Ward
Valley opponents hope to delay this
forever, suggesting at each juncture a
new study, a new hurdle, a new obsta-
cle.

The latest hurdle was erected on Feb-
ruary 15, when Interior Deputy Sec-
retary John Garamendi announced yet
another round of follow up studies to
include tritium tests. California is not
opposed to tritium tests, and the State
is willing to conduct them. The prob-
lem, Mr. President, is that Interior
wants the tests concluded prior to the
land transfer. The National Academy
of Sciences did not say this was nec-
essary or desirable. In fact, the Acad-
emy suggests ongoing testing should be
undertaken in conjunction with the op-
eration of the facility. The Interior De-
partment’s actions, in my opinion, are
merely a tactic to delay the com-
mencement of operations at Ward Val-
ley until after the next election.

If we do nothing, Mr. President, and
allow this land conveyance to be de-
layed, I can guarantee that there will
be some new obstacle erected after the
tritium tests are complete. As the Na-
tional Academy of Sciences pointed
out, tritium tests are difficult and
often inconclusive. That’s why they
should not be rushed, they should not
precede the conveyance, they should
continue along with all of the other
monitoring and protection measures
that will be undertaken during the



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES 1650 March 7, 1996
site’s operation. If we proceed with
rushed tritium testing, we will likely
end up with an inclusive result, provid-
ing project opponents with yet another
excuse for delay. At the very least, the
project opponents will ask for another
supplemental EIS to consider any new
information. A new basis for further
litigation or new strategies for delay
would be fabricated. They delays would
just go on and on.

What we have, Mr. President, is a De-
partment of the Interior—lacking ex-
pertise or responsibility in matters re-
late to the regulation of radioactive
materials—that aspires to get into the
business of nuclear regulation. Even
worse, the Secretary of the Interior is
acting to usurp the statutory authority
of the State of California to protect the
radiological health and safety of its
citizens through the State manage-
ment and oversight of low-level radio-
active waste disposal.

Some of my colleagues may recall
that we made low-level radioactive
waste management a State responsibil-
ity in the 1980 and 1985 act in response
to heavy lobbying by the National Gov-
ernors’ Association. At the time, Ari-
zona Gov. Bruce Babbitt and Arkansas
Gov. Bill Clinton were prominent lead-
ers in the National Governors’ Associa-
tion. Governor Babbitt even served on
a special NGA task force recommend-
ing that low level radioactive waste
management become a State respon-
sibility. Today, Interior Secretary Bab-
bitt is working to usurp and erode the
very State authority he lobbied Con-
gress for as Governor. I find that most
ironic.

The irony is not lost on the Governor
of California. He has asked us for this
legislation. He is concerned about the
health, safety, and welfare of Califor-
nians. He is aware that low-level radio-
active waste is being stored in hos-
pitals, in residential neighborhoods, in
businesses, and in universities at 2,254
sites in 800 locations across California,
and that the waste in these temporary
sites are subject to fires, floods, and
earthquakes.

If you oppose this bill, then you are
by necessity arguing for the continued
storage of these materials all over
California, or the transport of these
materials across the United States to
the only facility currently open to
California—Barnwell, SC. Meanwhile,
some hospitals in California are run-
ning out of room. Will this result in
the curtailment of cancer treatment or
AIDS research that uses radioactive
materials? Will this result in an acci-
dental release at one of these dispersed
locations as a consequence of a fire,
flood or earthquake? We can only hope
and pray that it will not.

To summarize, Mr. President: This is
a simple directed land sale that does
what the administration should have
done long ago. If we fail to do this, we
not only create problems for California
and Arizona, North Dakota, South Da-
kota as Southwestern Interstate Com-
pact States, we challenge the viability

of the Low Level Radioactive Waste
Policy Act and the policy of State re-
sponsibility upon which it is based.

A June 16 editorial in Science maga-
zine perhaps says it best: ‘‘The risks
stemming from one carefully mon-
itored Ward Valley LLRW site are triv-
ial in comparison with those from 800
urban accumulations. Enough of
groundless fears and litigation.’’

Mr. President, we have, indeed, had
enough of groundless fears and litiga-
tion. The time has come to act.

I ask unanimous consent that the
full text of the bill be printed in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the bill was
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as
follows:

S. 1596
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
SECTION. 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Ward Valley
Land Transfer Act’’.
SEC. 2. CONVEYANCE OF PROPERTY.

Effective upon the tendering to the Sec-
retary of the Treasury of $500,100 on behalf of
the State of California and the tendering to
the Chairman of the Nuclear Regulatory
Commission of a written commitment by the
State to carry out environmental monitor-
ing and protection measures based on rec-
ommendations of the National Academy of
Sciences subject to federal oversight by the
Nuclear Regulatory Commission pursuant to
42 U.S.C. 2021, as amended, all right, title
and interest of the United States in the prop-
erty depicted on a map designated USGS 7.5
minute quadrangle, west of Flattop Mtn, CA
1984 entitled ‘‘Location Map for Ward Valley
Site’’, located in San Bernardino Meridian,
Township 9 North, Range 19 East, and im-
provements thereon, together with all nec-
essary easements for utilities and ingress
and egress to such property, including, but
not limited to, the right to improve those
easements, are conveyed by operation of law
to the Department of Health Services of the
State of California. Upon the request of the
State of California, the Secretary of the In-
terior shall provide evidence of title trans-
fer.

By Mr. DORGAN:
S. 1597. A bill to amend the Internal

Revenue Code of 1986 to discourage
American businesses from moving jobs
overseas and to encourage the creation
of new jobs in the United States, and
for other purposes; to the Committee
on Finance.

THE AMERICAN JOBS ACT OF 1996

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, today I
intend to introduce legislation called
the American Jobs Act, and I simply
wanted to come to the floor and de-
scribe it. I also intend in the coming
weeks to try to convince as many
Members of the Senate as possible to
cosponsor this, because I think it does
relate to a lot of the issues that the
American people are very concerned
about.

I spoke yesterday on the floor of the
Senate about the issue of trade and
jobs and the economy. I know some
people get tired of hearing that. It is
probably the same song with 10 dif-
ferent verses that I come and talk
about from time to time.

But I think it is central to the ques-
tion of where are we headed as a coun-
try? Who are we and where are we
going? We are a country that is a won-
derful country with enormous chal-
lenges ahead of us, but a country still
filled with substantial strength and op-
portunity in the future.

I mentioned yesterday how interest-
ing it is to me that at a time when peo-
ple talk about how awful this country
is, we have people suggesting we ought
to put fences down across the border
down south to keep people out. Why
would we want to keep people from
coming to this country? We have an
immigration problem. Why do people
want to come here? Because they think
this is a remarkable place. Most people
around the world think this is a won-
derful place to live and a wonderful
place to be.

What is happening in our country?
Well, we are a country that survived
the Civil War and came out as one
country. We survived the depression
and went on to build the strongest
economy in the world. We defeated Hit-
ler, cured polio, and we put a person on
the Moon. When you think of all the
wonderful things we have done in this
country and then understand there is a
kind of mood in America that is a
mood of dissatisfaction and concern,
not about what is past because all of us
understand that what we have done has
been quite remarkable in the history of
humankind, but the concern is about
the future. Where are we headed?
Where are we going? What kind of a
country will we be in the future?

There are several levels of that con-
cern. One is about the declining stand-
ards and values in our country that
people see. One is about crime and the
increase in violence in our country and
the concern about why that exists. But
the other is about the issue of jobs.
Will we have good jobs in our country?
Under what circumstance will we have
good jobs? There is not a social pro-
gram in America—none that we talk
about in the Senate or the House ever
during the year—that is as important
or as useful as a good job to an able-
bodied person that wants to have a
good job.

A good job is the best social program
in our country—a good job with good
income. My ancestors came here from
other countries because they saw that
beacon of hope and opportunity in our
country. They wanted to take advan-
tage of it. They wanted a good job.
They got good jobs and were able to
give their children an education. That
is what people in America want today.
They are concerned because so many
jobs in America seem to be moving
elsewhere, and because the jobs that
exist here seem to pay less money than
they used to and have less security
than they used to have.

We do not have wages spiking up in
America, except for the wages of
CEO’s. Yesterday there was a report in
the newspaper in town that says the
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average CEO salary of the large cor-
porations of the country was up 23 per-
cent in 1 year—an average $4 million
salary. But that is unusual because
blue-collar workers are not keeping
pace with inflation. In fact, 60 percent
of the American families sit around the
dinner table and talk about their lot in
life, and they discover that after 20
years they are working harder and
they have less income. If you adjust it
for inflation, they have less income
now than 20 years ago.

Why is that the case? Why is it the
case that we have jobs with lower in-
come, with less security, and jobs that
are moving from our country overseas?

The chart behind me shows Ameri-
ca’s trade deficit. I am not going to
speak about that today. That is for an-
other time. I have already given that
speech, in any event. But the trade def-
icit. The merchandise trade deficit last
year was over $170 billion. What does
that mean? It means we are buying
more from other countries than they
are buying from us. And we have a very
substantial deficit. What it means is
jobs that used to be here now are some-
where else. It means jobs are moving
from America, from our country, to
other countries. In fact, this chart
shows foreign imports now take over
one-half of U.S. manufacturing gross
domestic product.

Said another way, if you evaluate
what it is we produce, manufacture in
our country, and measure that to what
we import from other countries, for-
eign imports now take one-half of U.S.
manufacturing GDP. A fair portion of
these foreign imports are goods made
by American corporations in foreign
countries to be shipped back for pur-
chase by American consumers. Or said
another way, there are American jobs
that are now gone overseas somewhere,
making the same products to ship back
to Pittsburgh, Denver, Fargo, and Sac-
ramento, to be bought by American
consumers. They think it is a good
deal. If you can get somebody working
for 14 cents an hour in some foreign
land to make your shoes, shirts, or
pants, think of how cheap that is going
to be for American consumers—not un-
derstanding, of course, that the jobs
that used to exist here to produce
those products for our people are now
gone.

This chart depicts jobs that used to
be in America. To pick a few countries,
U.S. jobs now in foreign affiliates of
U.S. firms were nearly 70,000 in 1992;
53,000 in Hong Kong; 14,000 in Costa
Rica; 40,000 in Ireland, and it goes on
and on.

I pointed out yesterday that there
are a lot of reasons for all of this, like
global economics, in which corpora-
tions are redefining the economic
model and saying, ‘‘We want to produce
where it is cheap and sell into an estab-
lished market.’’ That might be fine for
them because, for them, that is profits.
For the rest of the American people it
is translated into lost jobs.

The initiative I am offering in the
Senate today has two purposes, one of

which I have already introduced in a
separate smaller piece of legislation.
The first provision is to say let us start
by stopping the bleeding. Let us decide
we will not reward a tax break to com-
panies which decide to shut their
American plants down and move their
U.S. jobs overseas. How do we do that?
Here is an example: If we have two
companies on the same street making
the same product, owned by two Amer-
icans, in any American city in the
country, and they are the same kind of
company, make the same product, they
may have the same profitability; the
only difference is that one of them, on
a Monday, decides, I am out of here, I
am done, I am tired of having to pay a
living wage to an American worker. I
am tired of having to comply with air
and water pollution laws. I am sick and
tired of not being able to hire kids. I
am tired of having to comply with
these regulations that require my
workplace to be safe. So I am escaping.
I am shutting my door, getting rid of
my workers, taking my equipment and
capital and moving to a foreign coun-
try where I do not have to bother about
pollution laws. I can dump whatever I
want into the streams and air. I can
hire 14-year-olds if I choose. I do not
have to care about an investment in
safety in the workplace. Most impor-
tantly, I can pay 14 cents an hour, 25
cents an hour, or 50 cents an hour and
increase my profitability.

When that person, on a Monday, de-
cides he is going to do that, and his
plant closes, and the other person on
the other end of the block making the
same product stays here, what is the
difference? The person that left our
country to produce the same product
and ship it back into our country and
compete with the person that stayed
gets a tax break.

Our tax law says that if you leave
this country, shut your plant down,
move your jobs overseas, we will give
you a deal. You get something called
‘‘deferral.’’ You can defer your income
tax obligation on the profits you
earned. In fact, you can defer them per-
manently, if you wish, and never pay
taxes on that profit. You can invest
those proceeds overseas and use profits
to build more plants and create more
jobs overseas. We will give you a deal.
The American taxpayer tells you that
you can get a big fat tax break.

Well, no more. In fact, I tried to close
that little thing last year, and 52 Mem-
bers of the Senate cast a vote to say,
‘‘No, we want to keep that tax break.’’
I do not have the foggiest idea why
they would think that. But I am going
to give them a chance to think about it
at least a dozen more times this year
because we are going to vote and vote
and vote on this provision until we de-
cide to do the right thing. The right
thing is to have a Tax Code that is at
least neutral on the question of wheth-
er you ought to have your jobs in
America or overseas.

I am really flat tired of seeing a Tax
Code that subsidizes the movement of

American jobs abroad. Are there condi-
tions under which people would move
jobs abroad? Yes. Should we stop it? I
do not think we can because we have a
global economy. But should we sub-
sidize it? No! It is totally ridiculous.
Title I of my bill says let us stop this
insidious tax loophole, stop the break
that says we will reward you if you
simply shut down your American plant
and move your jobs to Mexico, Singa-
pore, Sri Lanka, Bangladesh, China, or
you name it.

Title II is also very simple: It says
for those that create net new jobs in
America, for those American compa-
nies that stay in America and create
net new jobs in America, you get a 20
percent payroll tax credit on your in-
come taxes for the first 2 years of that
new job. Why am I doing that? Because
I want to close the loophole that allows
them to move their jobs overseas and
get paid for doing it, and I want to cre-
ate an incentive for people to create
jobs here in this country.

These people in this town who have
this global notion that it does not mat-
ter where manufacturing exists, it does
not matter where jobs are, are not
thinking about the well-being of this
country. This country does not exist by
consumption figures alone. Every sin-
gle month you drive to work, turn the
radio on, guess what? There is some
commentator telling us about our eco-
nomic health. How do they describe our
economic health? They say we
consumed so much last month, we
bought so much, sales were so high. So
we measure now the economic health
of America by what we consume. That
is not what describes the economic
health of my hometown or the eco-
nomic health of my State or this coun-
try.

Economic health in this country is
described by what we produce—manu-
facture, production. The genesis and
source of wealth in this country is
what does this country produce. Those
who believe America will remain a
long-term economic world power with-
out a strong vibrant manufacturing
economy have not studied the British
disease of long, slow economic decline
at the turn of the century when they
decided it did not matter where manu-
facturing existed. This country had
better start caring again about wheth-
er we have a productive sector, wheth-
er we have a strong manufacturing
base, and whether we retain a broad
network of good paying jobs in this
country. That comes from the manu-
facturing sector.

We spend our time in the Congress
talking about almost everything ex-
cept that which matters most to Amer-
ican families—jobs. Jobs and oppor-
tunity. You ask most people what they
care about. They care about whether or
not they have a decent job and they
have an opportunity to make a living
and support their family. Then they
care about whether their kids are going
to be able to find a decent job. Yes,
along the way, whether they can get a
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good education for their kids. Yes,
whether their families are safe. Yes,
whether they get decent health care.
Those are the central issues for fami-
lies. All of it is driven by do you have
an opportunity to get a decent job.

It ought not escape anybody’s notice
that as those who describe our eco-
nomic circumstances in our country,
these economists—and I guess I should
make clear with truth in labeling that
I taught economics in college for a cou-
ple of years part-time; I was able to
overcome that and go on and do other
things in life. The economists who have
described for us an economic model in
which they talk about how wonderfully
healthy America’s economy is because
it is growing and it is moving ahead.
Why? Because they talk about how
much we are consuming—a fair
amount, incidentally with debt, debt-
assisted consumption, as opposed to
manufacturing assisted by good invest-
ment. That is the difference.

If we do not start moving to debate
the central issue of what moves our
economy ahead and what provides eco-
nomic strength and vitality for Amer-
ican families, we are always, it seems
to me, going to be on the end of a dis-
connection from the average American
voter. They want us to be dealing with
things that matter most in their lives.
There is not much that is more impor-
tant than the issue of will this econ-
omy of ours produce decent jobs in the
future? Now, we can, as we have in the
past, just hang around here and talk
about all the other ancillary issues
that do not matter very much, but if
we do not decide that jobs matter and
that our Tax Code that actually en-
courages people to move their jobs
overseas, if we do not decide that des-
perately needs changes, we do not de-
serve to belong in this Chamber. We
have to decide what the central issues
for our country are.

I think everybody in this country
knows that we have lost some 3 million
manufacturing jobs in about a 5-to 8-
year-period, at a time when we have in-
creased by tens of millions the number
of American citizens who live here. A
good job base in the manufacturing
sector is shrinking, our population is
increasing. Opportunity is moving
away. It is not too late. I think that
what most of the American people
would like us to do is put America’s
Tax Code on the side of America’s
workers and America’s taxpayers, and
not on the side of big corporations that
will milk the Tax Code by moving jobs
overseas instead of keeping jobs here at
home.

Mr. President, I will be introducing
the legislation in the Senate today. I
hope that some of my colleagues will
join me. Again, I indicate that I fully
intend that we will have repeated votes
on this kind of legislation this year be-
cause I think it is central to the issue
of what we ought to be doing.

By Mr. GLENN:
S. 1598. A bill to provide that profes-

sional sports teams relocating to dif-

ferent communities shall lose trade-
mark protection with respect to team
names, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

THE SPORTS HERITAGE ACT

Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, I rise
today to introduce the Sports Heritage
Act of 1996. This legislation addresses a
problem faced by many communities
after the loss of a professional sports
team and is a companion to a bill I in-
troduced in November, the Fans Rights
Act.

Simply, the Sports Heritage Act
would allow a community to keep a
professional team’s name and colors in
the event of a relocation. The only con-
dition is that the team must have
played at least 10 years in the commu-
nity. The bill also says that the elected
officials of a community can waive this
right.

Mr. President, relocation fever is
sweeping American professional sports.
At a record number, professional sports
teams are abandoning—or attempting
to abandon—their host communities,
often with little regard for the histori-
cal legacy of the team in its home city.

The Sports Heritage Act gives com-
munities some protection over that
historical tradition. For example, the
proposed team relocation which has
truly shocked sports fans across the
country is the Cleveland Browns’ deci-
sion to move to Baltimore.

Mr. President, I am not going to get
into the specifics of that move or why
it has shocked sports fans. But let me
tell you a bit about the tradition of the
Browns in Cleveland.

The Cleveland Browns have been a
symbol of undying and unwavering fan
support for half-a-century. During the
football season, Lakefront Municipal
Stadium is packed to the rafters with
Browns’ fans rooting on their team.
There have been glorious Browns’ sea-
sons and their have been not-so-glori-
ous seasons. But one constant has been
the fan support. And that support has
been passed on from generation to gen-
eration.

I am pleased that the deal between
the city and the NFL will maintain the
Browns’ name and colors in Cleveland
for a future team. Let’s be honest, did
anyone really think Baltimore Browns
sounded right? Not only doesn’t it
sound right, it flies in the face of
sports history in Cleveland, in Ohio,
and the rest of America. The name
Browns belongs to the rich sports tra-
dition of northern Ohio and its right
that the name and colors will stay.

Another example is the Oakland
Raiders. How many of us spent the last
decade referring to the team as the
Oakland Raiders instead of the Los An-
geles Raiders? Or could you imagine
other situations, such as the Orlando
Yankees or the New Orleans Cubs? I’m
not suggesting these two storied fran-
chises are going to move, but I use the
examples to stress how a team name
can be woven into the fabric of a com-
munity’s traditions.

The Sports Heritage Act would per-
mit communities that have long-stand-

ing ties to a sports franchise, 10 or
more years, to retain the team name
for any future franchises. I think that’s
only fair.

The current relocation fever in pro-
fessional sports has brought about a
great deal of attention in Congress.
Fans and communities need more pro-
tection and I believe the Fans Rights
Act will accomplish that. The Sports
Heritage Act will help strengthen that
protection and I urge all Senators to
support this bill.

By Mrs. FEINSTEIN (for herself
and Mr. MACK):

S. 1600. A bill to establish limitations
on health plans with respect to genetic
information, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Labor and Human
Resources.

THE GENETIC FAIRNESS ACT OF 1996

∑ Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Madam President,
today, Senator MACK and I are intro-
ducing a bill to do two things. It
would—

First, prohibit health insurers from
conditioning the sale or terms of
health insurance on genetic informa-
tion of the insured or applicant for in-
surances; and

Second, prohibit health insurers from
requiring an applicant for insurance or
an individual or family member pres-
ently covered to take a genetic test or
to be subjected to questions relating to
genetic history.

Under this bill, an insurer could not
engage in the following actions on the
basis of any genetic information of an
individual or family member or on the
basis of an individual’s or family mem-
ber’s request for or receipt of genetic
services:

Terminate, restrict, limit, or other-
wise apply conditions to coverage of an
individual or family member;

Cancel or refuse to renew the cov-
erage of an individual or family mem-
ber;

Deny coverage or exclude an individ-
ual or family member from coverage;

Impose a rider that excludes coverage
for certain benefits and services under
the plan;

Establish differentials in premium
rates or cost sharing for coverage
under the plan; or otherwise discrimi-
nate against an individual or family
member in the provision of health care.

Last fall, as cochairs of the Senate
Cancer Coalition, Senator MACK and I
held a hearing on the status and use of
genetic tests. Witnesses testified about
the great promise of genetic testing in
predicting and managing a range of dis-
eases. A considerable portion of illness
derives from defects in one or more
genes or the interplay of environ-
mental and genetic factors.

For example, approximately 3 per-
cent of all children are born with a se-
vere condition that is primarily ge-
netic in origin. By age 24, genetic dis-
ease strikes 5 percent of Americans.
Genetic disorders account for one-fifth
of adult hospital occupancy, two-thirds
of childhood hospital occupancy, one-
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third of pregnancy loss, and one-third
of mental retardation.

About 15 million people are affected
by one or more of the over 4,000 cur-
rently identified genetic disorders. An
even larger number are carriers of ge-
netic disease. J. Rennie in the June
1994 Scientific American estimated
that every person has between 5 and 10
defective genes though they often are
not manifested. Indeed, we are all car-
rying around between 50,000 and 100,000
genes scattered on 23 pairs of chro-
mosomes.

In the past 5 years, there has been a
virtual explosion of knowledge about
genes. Scientists, including those at
the Federal Human Genome Project,
are decoding the basic units of hered-
ity. We know that certain diseases
have genetic links, including cancer,
Alzheimer’s disease, Huntington’s dis-
ease, cystic fibrosis,
neurofibromatosis, and Lou Gehrig’s
disease. Altered genes play a part in
heart disease, diabetes, and many other
more common disease.

While these important understand-
ings hold great potential, they also
present some serious problems. Witness
after witness at our hearing discussed
the potential and the reality of health
insurance discrimination. They told us
about insurers denying coverage, refus-
ing to renew coverage, or denying cov-
erage of a particular condition.

In a 1992 study, the Office of Tech-
nology Assessment found that 17 of 29
insurers would not sell insurance to in-
dividuals when presymptomatic testing
revealed the likelihood of a serious,
chronic future disease. Fifteen of 37
commercial insurers that cover groups
said they would decline the applicant.
Underwriters at 11 of 25 Blue Cross-
Blue Shield plans said they would turn
down an applicant if presymptomatic
testing revealed the likelihood of dis-
ease. The study also found that insur-
ers price plans higher—or even out of
reach—based on genetic information.
Another study conducted by Dr. Paul
Billings at the California Pacific Medi-
cal Center, reached similar conclu-
sions.

Here are a few examples, real-life
cases:

An individual with hereditary
hemochromatosis (excessive iron), who
runs 10K races regularly, but who had
no symptoms of the disease, could not
get insurance because of the disease.

An 8-year-old girl was diagnosed at 14
days of age with PKU (phenyl-
ketonuria), a rare inherited disease,
which if left untreated, leads to retar-
dation. Most States require testing for
this disease at birth. Her growth and
development proceeded normally and
she was healthy. She was insured on
her father’s employment-based policy,
but when he changed jobs, the insurer
at the new job told him that his daugh-
ter was considered to be a high risk pa-
tient and uninsurable.

The mother of an elementary school
student had her son tested for a learn-
ing disability. The tests revealed that

the son had fragile X syndrome, an in-
herited form of mental retardation.
Her insurer dropped her son’s coverage.
After searching unsuccessfully for a
company that would be willing to in-
sure her son, the mother quit her job so
she could impoverish herself and be-
come eligible for Medicaid as insurance
for her son.

Another man worked as a financial
officer for a large national company.
His son had a genetic condition which
left him severely disabled. The father
was tested and found to be an asymp-
tomatic carrier of the gene which
caused his son’s illness. His wife and
other sons were healthy. His insurer
initially disputed claims filed for the
son’s care, then paid them, but then re-
fused to renew the employer’s group
coverage. The company then offered
two plans. All employees except this
father were offered a choice of the two.
He was allowed only the managed care
plan.

A woman was denied health insur-
ance because her nephew had been di-
agnosed as having cystic fibrosis and
she inquired whether she should be
tested to see if she was a carrier. After
she was found to carry the gene that
causes the disease, the insurer told her
that neither she nor any children she
might have would be covered unless her
husband was determined not to carry
the CF gene. She went for several
months without health insurance be-
cause she sought genetic information
about herself.

These practices deny people health
insurance. In the United States, 40 mil-
lion people or 15 percent have no health
insurance. In California, it is 23 per-
cent, translating to between 6 and 7
million people. If people with genetic
conditions or predispositions cannot
buy health insurance on the private
market, they usually have nowhere to
turn. To qualify for Medicaid, the pri-
mary public health insurance program
for the nonelderly, families have to
spend down or impoverish themselves.
Having more uninsured people means
that we all pay more, both for the pub-
lic programs and for uninsured people
arriving in hospital emergency rooms
at the last minute with exacerbated
conditions.

Not only do these denials deprive
Americans of health insurance, the fear
of discrimination can have adverse
health effects. For example, if people
fear retaliation by their insurer, they
may be less likely to provide their phy-
sician with full information. They may
be reluctant to be tested. This reluc-
tance means that physicians might not
have all the information they need to
make a solid diagnosis or decide a
course of treatment.

I hope Congress will begin to address
this unfair insurance practice. After
all, we are all just a bundle of genes.
We are all at risk of disease and illness.
This bill can help make health insur-
ance available to many who need it and
who want to buy it. I hope my col-
leagues will join me today in enacting
this bill. ∑

By Mr. LEVIN (for himself, Mr.
GLENN, Mr. DEWINE and Mr.
KOHL):

S. 1601. A bill to amend the Federal
Water Pollution Control Act to extend
the deadline for and clarify the con-
tents of the Great Lakes health re-
search report, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Environment and
Public Works.
THE AGENCY FOR TOXIC SUBSTANCES AND DIS-

EASE REGISTRY REAUTHORIZATION ACT OF 1996

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, today I
am introducing a bill with Senators
GLENN, DEWINE, and KOHL, to reauthor-
ize and extend an ongoing research ef-
fort examining human health effects of
consuming Great Lakes fish that have
been exposed to pollutants. Extensive,
careful research is critical to sensible
and cost-effective decisions on the
steps needed to protect the Great
Lakes environment.

This research effort was originally
authorized in the Great Lakes Critical
Programs Act of 1990, which I authored.
The effort is being led by the Agency
for Toxic Substances and Disease Reg-
istry and is intended to help provide in-
formation on the human and ecological
health effects of environmental con-
tamination, particularly in the Great
Lakes.

Studies have indicated that humans
are the final biological receptors for
many toxic substances. One of the
most obvious pathways of human expo-
sure is fish consumption, since it is
well documented that some pollutants
of concern accumulate in fish, and fish-
ing is a very popular pastime in the
Great Lakes.

Preliminary results from the first
phase of this research indicate an asso-
ciation between consumption of con-
taminated fish and human body bur-
dens of persistent toxic substances, in-
cluding PCB’s, organochlorines, and
heavy metals such as mercury and
lead. One ongoing study component of
the overall project suggests that there
is a positive connection between the
amount of Lake Ontario fish consumed
by mothers and adverse
neurobehavioral effects in their chil-
dren.

The information being gathered
through this research is crucial to
making well-informed decisions about
environmental protection in the Great
Lakes. Its findings are extremely use-
ful in the development of a uniform
fish advisory for the entire Great
Lakes, rather than the confusing sys-
tem currently in place where each
State warns anglers and consumers of
slightly different hazards to health.
This uniform approach’s key compo-
nents have received the endorsement of
the Michigan Environmental Science
Board. And, the data being gathered
will help guide policymakers in ad-
dressing possibly one of the most chal-
lenging issues facing the Great Lakes
region—contaminated sediments.

As my colleagues may know, there
are many areas of concern in the Great
Lakes. These areas are frequently har-
bors or watersheds drainage areas that
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have experienced significant industrial
activity. The sediment in these areas
has become contaminated with any
number of persistent pollutants. De-
spite reductions in point source dis-
charges, and projected decreasing emis-
sions from air sources that deposit
toxics in the Great Lakes, the reservoir
of contaminants already in sediments
will continue to degrade water quality
and therefore increase opportunities
for human exposure. We must continue
our efforts to remove or treat these
sediments, but we will need guidance
from well-conducted, peer-reviewed sci-
entific work like that provided by the
ATSDR to prioritize our efforts. Also, I
would like to once again strongly urge
the U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency to submit its very tardy report
to Congress providing the results of a
comprehensive national survey of
aquatic sediment quality. This too is
important data we need to attack the
problem of contaminated sediments.

Extending this research effort is nec-
essary to help track the long-term ef-
fects of pollutants on human health.
This bill authorizes an extension until
1999 and requires an additional report
to Congress at the conclusion of the re-
search. Also, the bill clarifies the pur-
pose of the research consistent with
scientific recommendations and the
preliminary study results.

Mr. President, I am hopeful that all
my colleagues from the Great Lakes
region and Senators representing other
areas that suffer from water quality
problems will join me in cosponsoring
this bill. We need more means and data
by which we can measure our environ-
mental protection progress and effi-
ciently target our limited resources.
This research program is a small, but
very important part of that effort. We
cannot afford to make decisions with-
out the information that is coming out
of the ATSDR research. Our children’s
future depends on it.

Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, I rise
today in support for the reauthoriza-
tion of the Agency for Toxic Sub-
stances and Disease Registry’s
[ATSDR] study examining the connec-
tion between consumption of contami-
nated fish and human health.

I am honored to join my colleagues,
Senators LEVIN, KOHL, and DEWINE, in
the reauthorization of this study of im-
mense importance to the people of the
Great Lakes basin. I am also pleased
that my Ohio colleague, Congressman
LATOURETTE, and Congressman OBER-
STAR have introduced companion legis-
lation in the House of Representatives.
That bill was successfully included in
the House-passed Clean Water Act Re-
authorization.

As you may know, the Great Lakes
States have fish advisories warning the
public against consumption of certain
fish at particular levels due to con-
tamination. This bill would continue a
research program designed to inves-
tigate and characterize the association
between the consumption of contami-
nated Great Lakes fish and short- and

long-term harmful human health ef-
fects. The ATSDR study develops a
body of knowledge on exposure path-
ways, body burdens, and associated
human health effects in defined at-risk
populations. These populations include
sport anglers, the urban poor, pregnant
women and their children, native
Americans, and elderly.

This body of knowledge has a variety
of potential and beneficial uses. Per-
haps most importantly, it may be used
to assist State and local agencies in de-
veloping fish advisories, remedial ac-
tion plans, and lake-wide management
plans. The study’s findings may also
increase general public awareness of
the health implications of the toxic
pollution in the lakes, and provide a
study model for other human health re-
search.

Congress has recognized the merits of
this human health effects research in
the past. I thank my Great Lakes col-
leagues for their continued support in
the effort to understand the impacts of
consuming contaminated fish and hope
others will recognize the merits of re-
authorizing the ATSDR human health
effects research.
f

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS

S. 704

At the request of Mr. SIMON, the
name of the Senator from Wyoming
[Mr. SIMPSON) was added as a cosponsor
of S. 704, a bill to establish the Gam-
bling Impact Study Commission.

S. 837

At the request of Mr. WARNER, the
name of the Senator from Louisiana
[Mr. BREAUX) was added as a cosponsor
of S. 837, a bill to require the Secretary
of the Treasury to mint coins in com-
memoration of the 250th anniversary of
the birth of James Madison.

S. 942

At the request of Mr. BOND, the
names of the Senator from Virginia
[Mr. ROBB), the Senator from South
Dakota [Mr. PRESSLER), the Senator
from Idaho [Mr. KEMPTHORNE), the Sen-
ator from Ohio [Mr. DEWINE), the Sen-
ator from Alaska [Mr. STEVENS), and
the Senator from North Carolina [Mr.
FAIRCLOTH) were added as cosponsors of
S. 942, a bill to promote increased un-
derstanding of Federal regulations and
increased voluntary compliance with
such regulations by small entities, to
provide for the designation of regional
ombudsmen and oversight boards to
monitor the enforcement practices of
certain Federal agencies with respect
to small business concerns, to provide
relief from excessive and arbitrary reg-
ulatory enforcement actions against
small entities, and for other purposes.

S. 1028

At the request of Mrs. KASSEBAUM,
the name of the Senator from Washing-
ton [Mrs. MURRAY) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 1028, a bill to provide in-
creased access to health care benefits,
to provide increased portability of
health care benefits, to provide in-

creased security of health care bene-
fits, to increase the purchasing power
of individuals and small employers,
and for other purposes.

S. 1183

At the request of Mr. HATFIELD, the
name of the Senator from Washington
[Mrs. MURRAY) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 1183, a bill to amend the Act
of March 3, 1931 (known as the Davis-
Bacon Act), to revise the standards for
coverage under the Act, and for other
purposes.

S. 1344

At the request of Mr. HEFLIN, the
names of the Senator from New Mexico
[Mr. BINGAMAN] and the Senator from
Georgia [Mr. NUNN) were added as co-
sponsors of S. 1344, a bill to repeal the
requirement relating to specific statu-
tory authorization for increases in ju-
dicial salaries, to provide for auto-
matic annual increases for judicial sal-
aries, and for other purposes.

S. 1360

At the request of Mr. BENNETT, the
name of the Senator from Idaho [Mr.
CRAIG] was added as a cosponsor of S.
1360, a bill to ensure personal privacy
with respect to medical records and
health care-related information, and
for other purposes.

S. 1416

At the request of Mr. HATFIELD, the
name of the Senator from California
[Mrs. FEINSTEIN] was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 1416, a bill to establish
limitation with respect to the disclo-
sure and use of genetic information,
and for other purposes.

S. 1553

At the request of Mr. HARKIN, his
name was added as a cosponsor of S.
1553, a bill to provide that members of
the Armed Forces performing services
for the peacekeeping effort in the Re-
public of Bosnia and Herzegovina shall
be entitled to certain tax benefits in
the same manner as if such services
were performed in a combat zone.

S. 1560

At the request of Mr. GRASSLEY, the
name of the Senator from North Caro-
lina [Mr. FAIRCLOTH] was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 1560, a bill to require Co-
lombia to meet anti-narcotics perform-
ance standards for continued assist-
ance and to require a report on the
counter-narcotics efforts of Colombia.

S. 1568

At the request of Mr. HATCH, the
name of the Senator from Vermont
[Mr. JEFFORDS] was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 1568, a bill to amend the Inter-
nal Revenue Code of 1986 to provide for
the extension of certain expiring provi-
sions.

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 43

At the request of Mr. THOMAS, the
names of the Senator from Minnesota
[Mr. GRAMS], and the Senator from
South Dakota [Mr. PRESSLER] were
added as cosponsors of Senate Concur-
rent Resolution 43, a concurrent reso-
lution expressing the sense of the Con-
gress regarding proposed missile tests
by the People’s Republic of China.
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